


































































































































































































Appendix S  Responses to Comments  

Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation S-494 

National Marine Fisheries Service, and Caltrans. Refer to Appendix M, Mid County 

Parkway Preferred Alternative Preliminary LEDPA Identification (NEPA/404 

Checkpoint 3), for discussion regarding the NEPA/404 consultation process for the 

MCP project. Therefore, the EIR/EIS fully complies with the requirements of CEQA 

and NEPA and the commenters’ claim to the contrary is incorrect. 

IP-6-9a 

This comment incorrectly states that the project purpose and objectives are 

improperly limited and restrict the range of reasonable alternatives. Please refer to 

Section 1.2, Project Background, in Chapter 1, Proposed Project, in the Final 

EIR/EIS, which provides a detailed discussion of the history of the proposed project, 

from the broad range of alternatives and transportation modes considered in the early 

RCIP and CETAP studies, which included extensive evaluations and consultations 

with a wide range of agencies and members of the general public. Based on those 

studies, RCTC developed a range of alternatives for a corridor between I-15 and 

SR-79 (later shortened to between I-215 and SR-79) to meet the forecasted travel 

demand in that corridor. The proposal for the MCP does not preclude RCTC, 

Caltrans, and /or other transportation agencies from pursuing additional transportation 

improvements in this part of western Riverside County. The RCIP and CETAP 

studies themselves documented the need for multiple types and modes of 

transportation improvements including freeway, local road, and transit improvements. 

Those types of improvements including the MCP project are being proposed and 

evaluated by RCTC, Caltrans, and other transportation agencies based on the RCIP 

and CETAP studies. As a result, the detailed studies for the MCP project including 

the EIR/EIS did not include evaluation of other transportation improvements. 

Therefore, the EIR/EIS fully complies with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA, 

and the commenter’s claim to the contrary is incorrect. 

IP-6-9b 

Please refer to the response to comment IP-6-2 for a detailed discussion regarding the 

history of planning and environmental studies for a broad range of transportation 

improvements in the geographic area described as western Riverside County. That 

process resulted in the identification of the need for a west-east freeway, referred to 

as the MCP project, in western Riverside County. 

Please also note that “…building a six-lane freeway…” as stated in this comment is 

not one of the defined purposes for the project as discussed in Section 1.3.1, Project 

Purpose, on page 1-14 in the Final EIR/EIS. Based on the earlier planning and 

environmental studies, the MCP project, as a freeway facility, was identified for 


















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































